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Cauaal j^ttrlbutions and thb Likelihood of Future ferformanee 

4i aumber of inveetlgators (Panetr k Eisir, 1977i Koitabaum, 1972} 
Weineri 1974) have suggested that cauMl factors aaa be setn aa lying 
along a dljoenaion of "intantionality" (aoianbaum, 1972) or "aontrol- 
/ lability" (Pancar, 1977)* Causal eltr^nta lying at one and of this * 

^ dimension are those whioh oannQt be influenced or modiried by the a§- 
tor; causal eltmentfs lying at the other end of this dimension are those 
which can be influenced by tSt aotor. Previous research (cf. Panberp 
.1977) suggests that among the causal factors to which task perforraance 

* is normally attri^ted (ie. luck, effort^ task difficulty and ability) | 
ability is one of the fagtora least under the control of the indivi- 
dual, while effort is most imder the control of the individual, ,may 
be expeiCted that when it is important to the individual to sucjseed at 
a task, one will have a greater need for control over one's outcomes, 
Bnd wiliTh^^ct be more likely to choose "controllable 'J causes (and less 
likely to ehooae "uncontrollable" cauieo) to explain one*s performance 
on the task* ^ * 

One factor which might h% expected to influence^ one's need for 
control (and hence, one's attributioni for performance) is the extent 
to which^ one anticipatts performing the same or similar tasks in the 
future* For example, the student teking^a oourae in his majjar would 
be more oongerned aBout ^control over his performance outcomi^s than the 
I^Judent taking a course in a lubject other than his ^jor, since his 
pirflrmance would have implications for future performahce in other 
courses in his major, Jt can be expected, then, that anticipating 
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Gontinutd peaffoim&oe at a task -(^r in a cirtain dlsolpllne) might 
Inareait a ptrion*s nemd to^perciive control of his outeomei^ rtsulji 
ting in greater attributione to effort (a e^trollabla cause) and Its* 
ser attributiona to ability (an unaontrdllable caua©)* \ 
This rtlationihip (bstv^tn »tiQlpated future parformance and 
attributions to effort and ability) would hold espegially in those 
instances whire the individual has done poorly on a task, since , under 
failure the individual would ^ most conQemed with being able to con- 
trol his outooraes ind change his performance to a sueceisful one. The 
relationship ^ptween attributions and future performance likelihood 
would be rmich less likely to hold for subjects who have been succesitfXal. 

T 

Successful subjects do not need to control their outconiiia to as great an 
extent, since they do not have to change their pe^formanqe In future i 
they merely mnt to maintain their, past performance level* 

This analysis suggests the folloWing hypotheses with regard to at- 
tributfons for_acade7iic perforniancei 1) the correlation between future 
performance likelihood and attributions to effort will be more 'positive^ 
for unsuccessful than for successful students, and 2) the correlation 
bet^en future performance likelihood an^ attributions to, ability \dll 
be more ne^gative for unsuccessful than for successfiJ. students. 

Jfethod , * ' 

iilbleats ^ The subjects were students enrolled in several different 
sictlons of an introductory course in psychology at the University of 
Waterloo, QMada* ditijects were initially cptacted in their class- 
rooms, and a foUoi^up questionnaire was-jent to them aftef they had 
received their final grade for the course, k total of I4O studtents 
(73 males and I? females) dompleted the Initial queitionnalre* Of 



. thesei 120 aomp3.ttad the follow-up questionnaire. 

ProeeduFft ^ iabjects wert initially contaotad In thair olas«rooM , 
about thre© wteks prior to tht end of ttrm, 4t this point in the termp 
no more than of their final fradt had been deterfflined by means of 
proJeotSi mld»term testsi paperS| eta, <ill subjects reaei^td the same 
questionnaire I supposedly desired '^to look at sosae additional aspects 
of your psyohology emirse which will not be Included in the regular course 
evaluation". Objects responded to a nlne-iteai questlomiairei in which 
was embedded the measure of interest, asking subjects '•approximately how 
aany more coursei in psycholoa^ do you ^tend to take?", :^bjects re- 
sponded by circling a nurnber from 6 to 10* 

Subjects were again contacted about eight weeks^ later, by mail, 
after they had received their final grades for tne^^dajLLrse, iill subjects 
w^re sent a quiationnaire, which they ^rt told vma "a follow-up" to the 
one which you completed in your psy^oloa^ claas at thfe end of the win- 
ter ttfrm".^ This qutstionfi^irt asked ^ubjects what grade they ha'd re- 
ceived, and then.aaked them how rwch they attributed their performanw 

tSe* course to the imoimt of work or irffort they put^ into^ the ^coUrse, . 
and. ability, ^bj #i(ts responded to each of these items by placing a 
check-rBirk on an. 11 point scale anchored b^ "had very little effect on - 
my final grade" (1) aiii "had a very great effect on %r final grade" (11 )• 

. ^ Rtsi 

^ Of the 140 students cQapleting the initial q\^tsti.onnaire, IZi 
pitted the fQllov.HUp questionnairt . The data from ten of^hese subject^ 
were excluded from the finAl analysisj either because they had not wni- ' ^ 
pletid tne whole quegtionnairti or beca^ust they had not reported their 



their 'OQUri© wtrif quit©"^|h* Of the HQ atudentaX56 malts ftnd^54* 
malts) aatlafaatorlly eompl«tlng both (^tationnalrea> 42 received 
39 reeelTtd S'a^ 20 reeelved C's^ 6 rtoeived D'a and only 3 reoelTtd F'a* 
Due to t^ amsu.1 number df atudenta reoelvlng either 0 or F| the dUita 
frpm thtat atudenta were asmbined with that of the jtudent^ rteeiving G 
fori ^11 aubaequent inalyaes. ' ' 

jBtudenti* responses to the question "How aatisfied ^re /ou with 
your grade on this ooijrse" suggested that grade variationa had produoed 
the required variations in ^atiafaction (one-way analyala of variance 
of this faeasurii, considering students re oeiving a finals grade of A, B, 
and C or leas as experimental groups, revealed an F(2|107) - 53#25| 
p<»COl). - ^1 group meapa^ differed froa^one another aceording to a 
Newman-keula analysisp IndlviAiali reaelvlng a being more aatisfied than 
individuala reoeiving B, and those reaelvlng B being more satisfledu^|an% 
those reeeivlng C or less. The absolute Man values suggest thkt|. in 
general,^ students receiving either an a or B the course wete rAativt* 

i| satiaf ied ^4th their performanoe* {% ^ 9*93| 7,46 for ^ and ^ students, 

L t V _ ^ ■ 

respeetivtly^r'Qn an^^l^point sealf, where 11 was labelled "exti^mely 

3atisfiedl^ ^4^1 ^*extremi|ly^ls satisfied^ students rece^iving y- 

C, D or I'^were ^^latAvely dissMtisfieJ with their performan^fe ^ = 5, 10, 
2,33, 3,00 for^^stiiaents receiving C, D and ^spec^vely), ^ 

Hoaog^n^ity ^ 6f variances and^diffarendes inNmeans were examined 
across grafc levels for each measure to correlated (le, all attri- 
bution, a^p^^pare 9 and estimttd nud^r^^ futuri ^ourses}* 'I-teani and 
^^rianct^ dj^^^ not ^differ aeresf jrade levels. 



4i jLttFibutiona and Futum Ferfarnanee I^kallhood. Corrtlations bt- 
tvitn astlMtad nu.iber of futurf aour#fio and e&ch of th.a attribution 
anasures srt prtidnted Tablt 1. as axp«ated| the eorrtlation bet^Aon 

* 1 

•stiMted number of future eoursea and attri^^ians to ©ffart w« aort 
positive for unauQOtsafuI (C or less) atudtnta than- for successful (4 or 
a) students, Tha differences among correlations over diffirtnt grade 
evela were not significant^ however (U^^- 2,20| df 2, p = n*i*)« 
jweirtr, it was found that the correlation between studtnJs* titimatos 
of \h© a.^unt of work they had dorie and estimated number of future 
courl^s did differ* across graH© levels, telng sore negative for unsuetss- 
♦ ful st^ents than' for 'successful students, Unsuaoessful students saw 

themsplwp arf,hirf^inii done le^s work, the -aore couraes fchey anticipated 



taking Ti^ibt}ire. ,&acc4#sful students, -on the o^er iwnd, perceived 



). .■flpraaelve 



they 



a aa, having done aore work, th# ^lore courses/ thty had anticl* 

A ' ' V ^ ^ \ 

V patea' taking ifl^' future'. The differences among carrelaMons over different 
/ gXB^^ levels wer^ marginally iignif leant overall (U^ - 5#43# df - 2, p4 
*10),. Sidivldual \ompariions betv&en correlations at different grade 
^ levels revealed a s&nif leant difference between B and C students (Z ^ 
Z^bs, p<.C5), and a "^gnlfiaant differenDe between a and C students 
4* (Z ^ 2.03, p<.05)* 

Table 1 

Correlation of tstlaated Number of 
Fu^re Courses and l^ttributicn Miasures 

Final Grade 

hfeasure ^ & G or lass 

(N) . (42) (39) (29) 

, iittribution to Sffort ' .207^ -^'^^S* .276| 

attribution to Ability .199^ .293^ *'^35^ 

istiaatsd*^oimt of Work .SSl .2 51 -•273 

Put into Course 

Wote . Gorrelationa bearing different su^rscripts are aigniflcantly 

^ ^ differeht from one another (p<,C5). Cqmpariaons were made o^y 

% among ao^elations relating to the sa|3e dependent "lieaaures. 
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prtdlGttdi th« oorralation b«tw«en •atlsated nu.^ber of futurt 
dwrsts md ability attributions ^s Dort negative for unsuaotisful ^ 
studenta than for suaeessful students. The dlfferenGes among aorre- 
latlons over dllrferent grade Itvels weri significant ovtrall (U^ ^ 10.09f 
df - 2, p<*Ol)| as were the differences betvieen a and C students (Z ^ 
^,64, p<.01) and B and C students (Z = 2*95, p<*01). Unsuaceeiful 
students were less likely to attribute their failure to lack of ability 
the nore psychology courses they anticipated taking in future, whUt 
successful students were more likely to attribute their perforra^ce to 
ability the more psycholo^ courses they anticipated taking, 

DiseusBlon 

The results of this experiment provide evidence that anticipating 
continued perforrmince at a task can enhance one's need for control, and 
will thereby influence the kinds of attributions that are :^de for one's 
performanQe, Unsuccessful students tended to say that they had worked 
less, the more they anticipated future perfarMnce at the task. Implying 
that they had attributed their failure, at least In part, to a lack of 
effort (a cantrollable cause), aIso, as predicted, unsuccessful stu- * 
dfnts tended to attribute their failures less to a lack of ability (an 
imcontrollable cause), the more courses they antlcij^ted taking in 
future, iiccessful students showed the opposite tendency, attributing 
their, performance less to effort, and more to ability, the rore courses 
■ tney anticipated taking in future* 
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Footnote 

1. The statistic is reported in >terasauilD (1971), for use in 
oomparing overall differences in several correlations. It is 
distributed approximtely as a Chi-sqUiire, 
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